
  

 

 
 

  
   

  
  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA-8

NGO-CTVA-89

NGO-CTVA-90 

NGO-CTVA-91 

8
NGO-CTVA Comments

 

 

Responses 

NGO-CTVA-88:  See response to NGO-CTVA-2. 

NGO-CTVA-89:  As stated in the RMP, the management objective for 
OHV travel designations is to "Designate OHV Vehicle Travel Manage-
ment Areas based on protection of resources, promotion of user safety, 
and minimization of conflicts among various uses of the public lands." 
Cumulative impacts of route designations will be addressed through the 
Transportation and Travel Management Plan process. 

NGO-CTVA-90:  See response to NGO-CTVA-1. 

NGO-CTVA-91:  See response to NGO-CTVA-54 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-92: See response to NGO-CTVA-1. 

NGO-CTVA-93: See response NGO-CTVA-30. Social and economic 
impacts, including those from OHV restrictions, are analyzed in Chapter 
4. 

NGO-CTVA-94: See responses NGO-CTVA-25 and NGO-CTVA-56 
and NGO-CTVA-93. 

NGO-CTVA-95: The existing level of access and motorized recreation 
was analyzed under Alternative A. 

NGO-CTVA-92

NGO-CTVA-9

NGO-CTVA-94

NGO-CTVA-95
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
96 

NGO-CTVA-
97 

NGO-CTVA-
98 

NGO-CTVA-
99 

NGO-CTVA-96:  See response to NGO-CTVA-25. The PRMP 
(alternative D) proposes about 17,577 acres to be closed to OHV. 

NGO-CTVA-97:  See response to NGO-CTVA-37. Alternative B of-
fered a more use intensive alternative. 

NGO-CTVA-98: The BLM has developed a reasonable range of alter-
natives including the “no action” alternative, Alternative A - existing 
management.  Effects of Alternative A were discussed in Chapter 4. 

NGO-CTVA-99:  See response to NGO-CTVA-37. Comment acknowl-
edges BLM manages public lands in accordance with FLPMA 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
100 

NGO-CTVA-
101 

NGO-CTVA-
102 

NGO-CTVA-100:  Maps identifying OHV trail systems and trails would 
be made available through the Transportation and Travel Management 
Plan process.   See also responses to NGO-CTVA-I and NGO-CTVA-2 

NGO-CTVA-101:  BLM developed a range of alternatives to address 
OHV use – See Recreation Table 2-1.  These alternatives offer a wide 
range of travel management alternatives – See R-10.1. 

NGO-CTVA-102: See response to NGO-CTVA-33. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
103 

NGO-CTVA-
104 

NGO-CTVA-
105 

NGO-CTVA-103: See response to NGO-CTVA-1. A separate Travel 
and Transportation planning process will identify existing road net-
works, and address applicable mitigation measures and access – See – 
DR 10.2. 

NGO-CTVA-104: See response to NGO-CTVA-2. 

NGO-CTVA-105:  The PRMP proposes about 17,577 acres closed to 
OHV use.  The PRMP does not propose wilderness.  Inventory of roads 
is part of the Travel and Transportation planning process. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
106 

NGO-CTVA-106: See response to NGO-CTVA-25. 
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107 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
NGO-CTVA- NGO-CTVA-107:  Site specific planning occurs through the Transporta-

tion and Travel Management Plan process.  Baseline data will be ad-
dressed at that time. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
108 

NGO-CTVA-
109 

INGO-CTVA-108: Inventory of recreational facilities would occur during 
the SRMA planning process. 

NGO-CTVA-109: See response to NGO-CTVA-33. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-110:  See responses to NGO-CTVA-2 and NGO-CTVA-62 NGO-CTVA-
110 

NGO-CTVA- NGO-CTVA-111:  Impacts from OHV use on various resources, includ-111 ing recreation, are discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
112 

NGO-CTVA-
113 

NGO-CTVA-112: Criteria for identifying types of routes will be ad-
dressed through the Transportation and Travel Management Plan pro-
cess. Any routes identified to be closed would be disclosed through this 
process as well. 

NGO-CTVA-113:  Impacts from OHV use on various resources are 
discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 
. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
114 

NGO-CTVA-
115 

NGO-CTVA-114:  See response NGO-CTVA-2. Cumulative impact to 
recreation including OHV is addressed in Chapter 4.  A separate impact 
analysis would be prepared during the development of the Travel and 
Transportation Plan. 

NGO-CTVA-115: See response to NGO-CTVA-25. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
116 

NGO-CTVA-
117 

NGO-CTVA-116: See response NGO-CTVA-2 

NGO-CTVA-117: See responses to NGO-CTVA-33 and NGO-CTVA 
-37. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA- NGO-CTVA-1118:  See responses to NGO-CTVA-1 and NGO-
118 CTVA-62. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
119 NGO-CTVA-119:  The RMP does not propose significant areas to be 

closed to OHV travel (Approximately 35,483 under Alternative D).  See D-
R 10.1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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120 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
NGO-CTVA-

NGO-CTVA-120:  FLPMA mandates that the BLM administered land be 
managed for multiple uses. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-121:  BLM authority is provided from FLPMA not the 
NGO-CTVA- Organic Act. Past Actions analyzed under the cumulative impacts 
121 section date back to 1982. Ecological sustainability as defined by 

commenter is not included in the RMP.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
122 
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NGO-CTVA-122: See response to NGO-CTVA-30. 



  

 

  
 

   

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-123:  BLM has revised the geology section in the FEIS/ 
NGO-CTVA- RMP to address any OHV.   There are no management actions applicable 
123 to Back Country By-Ways proposed that would prohibit multiple uses. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
NGO-CTVA-124: See response to NGO-CTVA-51. NGO-CTVA-

124 


NGO-CTVA-125:  BLM issues decisions based on compliance with law, 
NGO-CTVA- regulations and policy.  Public input, through public comments to the DE-
125 IS, monitoring data, the environmental analysis and staff expertise, and 

input from cooperating agencies, are also taken into consideration in the 
decision process. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-126:  The impacts of any federal undertakings are required 
to be analyzed through the NEPA process. 

NGO-CTVA-127: See response to NGO-CTVA-1. 

NGO-CTVA-128:  See response NGO-CTVA-2. The Proposed RMP/ 
Final EIS designates about 288,105 acres as open for OHV travel manage-
ment. 

NGO-CTVA-
126 

NGO-CTVA-
127 

NGO-CTVA-
128 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-129: See response NGO-CTVA-2. 
NGO-CTVA-
129 

NGO-CTVA –130: Through the public scoping process issues related to 
recreation, transportation management including OHV travel, and Public NGO-CTVA- Access were identified (See section 1.5.2). These issues have been ad-130 dressed throughout the proposed RMP.  The proposed RMP does not pro-
pose significant motorized access closures (see R10.1). 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
131 

NGO-CTVA-
132 

NGO-CTVA-131: See response to NGO-CTVA-30. 

NGO-CTVA-132: Outside scope of this RMP. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
NGO-CTVA-133:  Environmental justice was addressed in 133 
Chapter 4. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA- 134 

NGO-CTVA- 
135 

NGO-CTVA-134: See response NGO-CTVA-2. 

NGO-CTVA-135: These factors will be further addressed & brought for-
ward in the subsequent Transportation & Travel Management Planning 
processes. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-

Non-Government Organizations - 88 

NGO-CTVA-136: See response NGO-CTVA-2. 



  

 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-137: See response to NGO-CTVA-20. 

NGO-CTVA-138: See responses to NGO-CTVA-30, NGO-CTVA-33 
and NGO-CTVA-62. 

NGO-CTVA- 
137 

NGO-CTVA- 
138 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
139 

NGO-CTVA-139: See response to NGO-CTVA-30. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA
140: 

NGO-CTVA-140:  BLM developed the cumulative impact assessment 
area based on Land Resource Regions and Major Land Resource Areas of 
the United States (USDA) The boundary takes into consideration land 
use, elevation and topography, climate, water soils potential natural vege-
tation that have similar characteristics to public lands administered by the 
WD. The cumulative assessment time line begins in 1982, currently 29 
years and coincides with the dates our existing LUPs were implemented. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-141: See response NGO-CTVA-2. NGO-CTVA-
141 

NGO-CTVA-
142 
 NGO-CTVA-142: See response to NGO-CTVA-62. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA- 
143 

NGO-CTVA-143:  Scoping was conducted for RMP in 2005.  A separate 
scoping effort will be conducted for the Travel and Transportation Man-
agement Plan. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA- 
144 

NGO-CTVA- 
145 

NGO-CTVA-144: See response NGO-CTVA-2 

NGO-CTVA-145: See response to NGO-CTVA-51. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA- NGO-CTVA-146: Management of dispersed recreation is ad-
dressed at D-R 6.2. The proposed RMP delineates 4 special recre-
ation management areas (SRMAs) and how they will be managed 
at D-R 8.1. Many of the SRMAs include OHV use as primary ac-
tivities within the SRMA. Camping, and access to camping, will be 
addressed in a site-specific recreation management plan. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-147: See response to NGO-CTVA-62.
 NGO-CTVA- 
147 


NGO-CTVA-
148 

NGO-CTVA-
149 

NGO-CTVA-148: The Transportation and Travel Management Plan 
process will consider a reasonable range of alternatives, including 
existing OHV use areas and trails. 

NGO-CTVA-149:Impacts of proposed alternatives were addressed in 
Chapter 4 of the Draft RMP/EIS.  The "starting benchmark" would 
be addressed through the Transportation and Travel Management 
Plan process. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
150 

NGO-CTVA 
151 

NGO-CTVA 
152 

NGO-CTVA 
153 

NGO-CTVA-150:  Impacts of OHV  use  will be further addressed & 
brought forward in the subsequent Transportation & Travel Management 
Planning processes.  Regarding differences between trail requirements 
and impacts between ATVs and motorcycles, this will be further ad-
dressed through the Transportation and Travel Management process. 

NGO-CTVA-151: See response to NGO-CTVA-51. 

NGO-CTVA-152: See response NGO-CTVA-2. BLM is required to 
manage for multiple use in accordance with FLPMA. 

NGO-CTVA-153: See response to NGO-CTVA-62. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
154 

NGO-CTVA 
155 

NGO-CTVA-154: See response to NGO-CTVA-1. OHV management is 

addressed in section D-R 10.2. 


NGO-CTVA-155:
 
Regarding maps, the BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP anal-
ysis. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-156 

NGO-CTVA-156: See response NGO-CTVA-2 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
NGO-CTVA
157 

NGO-CTVA-
158 

NGO-CTVA-
159 

NGO-CTVA-157:  Impacts of management actions to recreation have 
been analyzed in section 4.3.3.  This analysis has been made available to 
the public through public review of the Draft RMP/EIS. 

NGO-CTVA-158: Existing recreation and OHV areas were analyzed 
under Alternative A. See also responses to NGO-CTVA-20 and NGO-
CTVA-62. 

NGO-CTVA-159: See response to NGO-CTVA-30. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
160 

NGO-CTVA-160:  Statistics regarding restricted areas and areas available 
for multiple use were provided to the public in the Draft RMP/EIS. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-161: See response to NGO-CTVA-1. NGO-CTVA 
-161 

NGO-CTVA NGO-CTVA-162: See response. NGO-CTVA-2. Signage will be ad-
-162 dressed as part of the travel management plan (see R 10.2, last bullet). 

NGO-CTVA 
NGO-CTVA-163: See responses to NGO-CTVA-25 and NGO-CTVA--163 
62. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA 

NGO-CTV
-164 

NGO-CTVA
-165 

NGO-CTVA
166 

Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-164: The RMP/EIS is not a travel management document. 

NGO-CTVA-165: Existing management was analyzed under Alternative 
A. The preferred alternative was developed based on a balance between 
resource use and resource protection.  See also response to NGO-CTVA-
47. 

NGO-CTVA-166: FLPMA mandates that the BLM administered land be 
managed for multiple uses. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-167 

NGO-CTVA-167: See response to NGO-CTVA-56. OHV use data was 
identified and updated in Table 3-37.  According to the table, OHV has the 
largest number of dispersed recreational activity participants. 

See response to NGO-CTVA-25. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-168 

NGO-CTVA 
-169 

NGO-CTVA-168: See response to NGO-CTVA-56. 

NGO-CTVA-169: See response to NGO-CTVA-1. 
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